UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MISSOURI, SOUTHEASTERN DIVISION
Christopher B. v. Frank J. Bisignano, Commissioner of Social

Security Administration

Christopher B. - No. No. 1:25 CV 64 JMB - Decided February 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri reviewed an Administrative Law
Judge’s denial of Christopher B.’s application for Social Security disability insurance benefits. The
court held that the ALJ’s assessment of medical opinions and residual functional capacity, including
limitations on handling, fingering, and feeling, was supported by substantial evidence. The court

affirmed the Commissioner’s decision.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Commissioner of

Social Security's denial of disability insurance benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether the ALJ's findings were supported by
substantial evidence in the record as a whole, considering evidence
both supporting and detracting from the decision, and deferred to the

ALJ so long as the decision remained within the permissible zone of

choice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the supportability and consistency of the medical opinions of Drs.
Dennis McGraw and Charity Sandvos.

2. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity finding, including the limitation to frequent handling,

fingering, and feeling, was supported by substantial evidence.

3. Whether the ALJ's erroneous statement that both agency examiners found manipulative limitations

required remand.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ properly evaluated the persuasiveness of the opinions of Drs. McGraw and Sandvos by

addressing their supportability and consistency, as required by 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c.

2. The ALJ's finding that Plaintiff could perform sedentary work with frequent handling, fingering, and

feeling was supported by substantial evidence.

3. The ALJ's mistaken statement that both Dr. McGraw and Dr. Sandvos found manipulative limitations

was harmless error.

4. The Commissioner's decision must be affirmed when the ALJ's findings are supported by substantial
evidence on the record as a whole and fall within the permissible zone of choice.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court’s role on judicial review is to determine whether the ALJ’s finding are supported by substantial

evidence in the record as a whole.” (Discussion, Part I)
“This error is merely an error of opinion writing and is harmless.” (Discussion, Part IT.A
td

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court finds that the ALJ’s determination is supported by substantial evidence

on the record as a whole.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning December 4, 2021, based primarily on diabetes and amputations of his
fourth and fifth toes. Agency medical reviewers opined that he could perform light work with limitations,
including frequent handling, fingering, and feeling, while the ALJ adopted a more restrictive sedentary residual

functional capacity and prohibited climbing ladders, ropes, or scaffolds. The ALJ also considered Plaintiff's



activities of daily living, normal or relatively mild upper-extremity findings, treatment for neuropathy and carpal

tunnel syndrome, and his use of video games in evaluating the alleged manipulative limitations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Christopher B. applied for disability insurance benefits alleging disability from diabetes and toe amputations.
The claim was denied through the administrative process, and an Administrative Law Judge issued an adverse
decision on April 11, 2024. After exhausting administrative remedies, Plaintiff sought review in the district
court, arguing that the ALJ improperly evaluated medical opinions and assessed his residual functional capacity,

particularly his ability to handle, finger, and feel. The court affirmed the Commissioner's decision.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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